Lee, Younghee Cheri. 2018. The hallmarks of L2 writing viewed through the prism of translation universals. Linguistic Research 35(Special Edition), 171-205. Rooted in a perception that second language (L2) writing bears neither resemblance with nontranslated counterparts nor relation to translation, this article explores the untested terrain of revealing lexical and textual attributes unique to L2 writers' texts, thus identifying their linguistic qualities from the angle of translation universals. Setting plausible parameters to discern translational instances related to lexical and syntactical choices, this article argues that idiosyncratic properties shared by translated English may typify the hallmarks of L2 writing produced by non-anglophone scholars in English disciplines. By compiling the comparable corpora of English journal abstracts consisting of 638,764 tokens, it is shown how salient translational features arise in expert L2 writers' texts in compliance with corpus linguistics. Kruskal-Wallis tests are applied to evaluate linguistic indices that make Korean scholars' L2 writing distinct from native scholars' original writing. On a substantial level, a general presumption on the interrelatedness between expert L2 writers' English and translational English has turned out to be warranted, meaning that Korean scholars' L2 writing can be marked by universals of simplification, normalization, explicitation, and convergence in their broad outlines. It can be deducible from the findings that regardless of L2 proficiency levels, second language writers may be destined to go through a 'mental translation' as an inescapable cognitive mechanism during the L2 writing process, which in turn renders translational manifestations pervasive in the 'product' of L2 writing. The terminal pedagogical aim building metacognitive awareness to be mindful of second language processing, thus, this article concludes that expert L2 writers need to equip themselves with metacognitive strategies, thereby being consciously and explicitly aware of what to avoid and what to accept during the process of L2 writing entailing mental translation. (Yonsei University)
Introduction
Since the computer frontier became one of the primary aspects of human life, the computer as a transactive memory partner has influenced the way people carry out their life agendas in many different aspects. Concurrently, since the 1980s, when cutting-edge computer technologies entailing natural language processing algorithms significantly accelerated the digitization of texts, the advent of corpus linguistics has facilitated researchers' inquiries in scholarly disciplines, thus enabling them to pursue their goals from different perspectives. In effect, where any second language-related disciplines are concerned, it is indisputable that researchers often face the problem of not having linguistic intuitions in a second language. In virtue of corpus linguistics, many non-native linguists and non-anglophone scholars, even without intuition or introspection, have been motivated to devote themselves to the study of a second or foreign language, and this field eventually attracted significant scholarly attention.
Although research on L2 studies has advanced recently, there remain unmet research needs for further exploration, one of which would be the lack of studies on second language writing with an approach to corpus linguistics. In the world of 21st-century skills that are of paramount importance, 'writing' as a cognitive communication skill grabs full attention as one of the core competencies, and corpus-based L2 writing studies have substantial empirical research prospects.
Nonetheless, only limited attempts have been made to uncover the linguistics nature and textual properties of L2 writing (Cumming 2012; Kaplan 2000) . The case seems no different in the domestic research context for two reasons. First, L2 writing research to date has centered primarily on delineating the features of unskilled writers, rather than those of skilled writers (Chae 2012; Kim 2010) .
While a growing number of studies have raised awareness of unskilled Korean L2 writers, previous studies are not necessarily extendable outside of the research context in that they still lack a coherent understanding of the linguistic properties that typify Korean L2 writing in a broader sense. Moreover, L2 writers' texts have not been the focus of the research to discuss textual attributes from the angle of translation universals. The ultimate aim is thus to compare them with nontranslated original L1 writing, thereby perceiving linguistic properties through the prism of translation-related features if any.
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As a first step to fill in the two missing holes in the previous research, it seems noteworthy to be aware of the relationship between the two languages. As Cumming (1990) claimed, L2 writing is a 'bilingual event' associated with multiple cognitive strategies. L2 writing is distinct from L1 writing in that L2 writers incorporate the use of L1 in the process of L2 writing (Leki et al. 2010; Silva and Brice 2004; Woodall 2002) . As regards the interrelatedness between the two languages, it was originally claimed by Cook (1992: 558) that "the L1 and L2 languages share the same mental lexicon so that L2 processing cannot be cut off from L1." On the premise that second language writers manipulate both languages interchangeably as a natural consequence of this inescapable cognitive process of L2 writing, the properties of L2 written production would be neither those of authentic English writing nor those of entirely translated English writing. Given that L2 writers produce texts that differ predictably from baseline 
Literature review

The cognitive process of L2 writing
The interrelatedness between L1 and L2 writing has long been the locus of L2 writing research. The early L2 writing model was associated with the cognitive process of L1 writing (Flower and Hayes 1981; Grabe and Kaplan 1996; Kellogg 1987 Kellogg , 1999 Schoonen et al. 2003; Wang and Wen 2002) . The first writing model was put forward by Flower and Hayes (1981) , by entailing the acceptance that L1 and L2 writing might be closely intertwined with each other. Theses researchers challenged a shift from the conventional models of the writing process, thus proposing a basic cognitive writing model involving cognitive roles during the recursive cycle of writing. Included in their first model were three writing phases:
planning, translating and reviewing. Despite the cognitive process of L1 writing, however, this model only accounted for the course of writing in one's mother tongue. To further augment the operation of the revision phase of the original model, they later on adjusted their initial version by incorporating the two phases of 'writer processes' and 'writer knowledge,' aiming to depict more specific cognitive paths entailed during the phases of evaluation and revision. While Flower and Hayes did not pay much attention to translation as the primary event of the writing process, Kellogg's model gained attention as it incorporated translation as the primary phase of writing event preceded by planning during the formulation phase (Grabe 2001) . The L2 writing model produced by Wang and Wen (2002) is the only available model that has been meticulously designed to account for the cognitive process of L2 writing more thoroughly than traditional models. Even though Flower and Hayes' model has induced the factor of cognition into writing, its treatment seemed to remain relatively minimal since their model only pertains to L1 writers, not extending the reach of the L2 writers. To better represent the association of the two languages manipulated in the process of writing, they emphasized depicting the interrelated and discrete functions of the two languages. Overall, it appears that mental translation has been a primary event of L2 composition that L2 users are destined to go through.
Nevertheless, there remain little attempts to identify whether or not a mode of mental translation affects L2 written products in the aspect of linguistic quality.
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Translation as an L2 writing strategy
L2 writers at various proficiency levels have applied different types of writing strategies in the L2 writing process. In particular, translation has been applicable as a viable strategy with different purposes across all ranges of L2 writing proficiency. Uzawa (1996) acknowledged that using translation as a writing strategy benefits writers at lower levels of writing proficiency, thus enabling these writers to think, transform, organize and present their ideas in L2 by translating L1 texts. Kim (2009) claimed translation could be considered a product generated by the use of the syntactic, rhetorical and lexical features of L1 during the L2 writing process. Gosden (1996) asserted that less-skilled writers at the tertiary level favored writing in L1 first and then move on to employ a phrase-by-phrase translation strategy, rather than to generate their writing in L2 directly. Regarding writing fluency along with a translation strategy and pausing behaviors throughout the L2 composition process, Sasaki (2000) conducted a large body of research comparing experts with novices and comparing skilled writers, less-skilled writers, and novice writers, respectively. Evidence indicated that pausing behaviors occurred in both competent and incompetent writers but for different purposes. Incompetent L2 writers applied a pausing strategy to translate their thoughts into L2, whereas more competent L2 writers paused to refine L2 expressions in their written products (Bagheri and Fazel 2011). Wang and Wen (2002) proposed that skilled L2 writers might be less inclined to employ the strategy of translation but to write directly in the target language, whereas less-skilled L2 writers were apt to count on translation as an L2 writing strategy. Overall, it is worthwhile to note that these researchers assumed that translation involves not only transforming L1 scripts into the target language but also searching resources of the target language using their L1.
L2 writers' texts
The past research endeavors regarding L2 writers' texts were confined to dealing with a small scale of data; thus, few studies have incorporated corpus-based analysis. In recent years, the research conditions have been so much improved compared to the past decade, but there still need to forge new pathways, by adding more varieties to corpora and developing more outperforming corpus-analyzing tools. L2 writers' texts are typically studied from the two-tier perspectives: one is concerned with linguistic features of L2 texts while the other pertains to rhetorical differences between L1 and L2 texts. Some researchers (Connor 1990; Swales 1990 ) compared L2 writing produced by writers at different levels with a different L1 background in order to discover how L1 affected L2 writing concerning the better behaviors of lexical and rhetorical choices and found out a positive interplay between the use of L1 and L2.
Regarding the use of cohesive devices, Qi (1986) observed that L2 writers were firmly attached to the frequent use of cohesive devices such as conjunctions. Hinkel (2002) provided the most precise information about linguistic properties prevalent in L2 texts using a corpus of 434,768 tokens by comparing native speakers' original English texts to L2 writers' texts from different non-Anglophone countries such as Japan, Korea, China, Vietnam, Indonesia, and Arabia. Hinkel asserted that L2 writers' texts hold the features of syntactic and lexical simplification. Studies on L2 scholarly journal abstracts produced by Korean scholars are only limited to discuss the 'move' structures with an approach to rhetorical analysis. Overall, there has been a consistency in the findings of such research endeavors, most of which concerns the overuse of additive conjunctions and linguistic sophistication.
Translation universals in L2 writers' texts
The origin of the textual study goes back to the late 50s when it was even before the advent of corpora. In the early 1990s, research techniques with electronic corpora in Translation Studies were primarily initiated by Baker (1993) , which started to gain attention as substantial empirical evidence from a range of corpus-based research into translation universals (Baker 1996; Laviosa 1998a) . 1 1 Translation universals (Baker 1993) have been raised by many scholars with different notions: the third code (Frawley 1984) , hypotheses (Blum-Kulka 1986), translationese (Gellerstam 1986 (Gellerstam , 1996 , laws (Toury 1995; Chesterman 2004a) , core patterns (Laviosa 1998b) , features of translation (Olohan 2004) , universals (Baker 1993; Chesterman 2004b) , regularities of translations (Zanettin 2012), universals in language typology (Mauranen 2007), skepticism on translation universals (Tymoczko 1998; Malmkjaer 2007; House 2008 , 2012 ), translational behavior (Toury 1995 Malmkjaer Such studies highlight that translation is neither target language nor source language, in the sense that translational language bears its peculiar linguistic properties produced by both languages. Baker (1993) defines that translation universals typically occur in translated texts rather than original utterances by being the inevitable by-products of the manipulating process rather than the effects of L1 interference. She also claims that specific patterns that are apparent in all sets of translated versus nontranslated texts would suggest a hypothesis for universal features of translation (Baker 1995) . Along the same line, Laviosa (2002) supports that these features are recurrent linguistic properties shared in all translated texts, which differ not only from their source texts but also from comparable texts in the target language. The recent approach to descriptive translation studies has defined translation as a product, by comparing translated corpora to the corpora of nontranslated native texts. Reflecting that translation universals are cognitive phenomena, Baker (1993) argues that all translations are apt to hold specific linguistic characteristics only by being translations, which are caused in and by the process of translation. Research into the characteristics of the translational language is considered beneficial as it promotes linguists and translation scholars to a higher level of understanding on the nature of translation. Concurrently, it brings writers' language awareness of the conscious or unconscious cognitive processing involved in the direct or indirect translational activity (Chesterman 2004a (Chesterman , 2006 . 2
Corpus-based descriptive translation studies have primarily concerned a variety of the translation universals hypotheses, the best known of which comprises the four potential universals proposed by Baker (1996) : the simplification, normalization, explicitation, and convergence hypotheses. 3
Simplification has been the locus of the research into translation universals involving several predictors to gauge the instances of translational simplification, 2012), unavoidable effect of translationese (Hartmann 1985; Baker 1993; Teubert 1996; Laviosa 1997; McEnery and Wilson 2001; McEnery and Xiao 2002, 2007) , unrepresentative special variant of the target language (McEnery and Xiao 2008) . 2 Chesterman's proposals for translation universals include: (1) the relation between translations and their source texts, and (2) the association between translations and comparable non-translations in the target language (2004b). 3 Empirical research findings regarding the sub-hypotheses of translation universals appear in more detail in the author's doctoral dissertation (Lee 2017) .
which refers to the tendency to simplify translational language lexically, syntactically, and stylistically. Such technique to simplify the content and the language in translated texts per se attributes to the translators' purposeful intention to adjust the level of readability. Translated texts are expected to show lower levels of lexical variety, sophistication, richness, and density than those of nontranslated texts (Baker 1996) . Some valid parameters to discern lexical simplification include Standardized Type/Token Ratio (STTR), function words versus lexical words, top-to-bottom frequency words (Laviosa 1998b (Laviosa , 2002 .
Normalization centers on the notion that the atypical or unattested language of translation is more apparent in target texts than source texts, thus causing somewhat awkwardness in translations. Baker (1996: 183) Blum-Kulka (1986) observed the evidence of explicitation through a few individual sample texts by which she could uncover translators' behavior of making translated texts more explicit and concrete. Translators exploited some strategies similar to adding extra cohesive devices such as connectives, regardless of prevailing redundancy. These linguistic counterparts were not explicitly present but implicitly connoted in the source text, though (Øverås 1998) . Such translation technique of explicitation is, as part of syntactical explicitation, aimed at increasing the clarity of information delivered from the source to the target text. Baker (1996: 180) also argues on explicitation in a broader sense that its occurrence is closely linked to the techniques or strategies to "spell things out rather than leave them implicit." For instance, explicitation occurs when conjunctions are used more frequently in translated texts than in nontranslated texts. Explicitation has been the most investigated and the least controversial TU hypothesis to date (Xiao and Dai 2014) .
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The universals of leveling out (also called 'convergence') relates to the "tendency of translated text to gravitate towards the center of a continuum" (Baker 1996: 184) , thus translators as L2 writers typically steering a middle course between extremes. As a consequence, this affects translated texts to be more similar to one another than their nontranslated counterparts. Laviosa (2002) confirms that translated texts show a relatively higher level of homogeneity. 
Research method
Corpus design
In an attempt to attain the proposed research goals, compiling the purpose-end Comparable Corpora of English Research Abstracts of Scholarly Journal Articles (henceforth, CCERA) was of vital necessity for two motivations.
The first necessity was driven by the unavailability of non-literary corpora of translated English. 4 Seeing that the TEC may entail little external validity outside research contexts, especially involving language pairs with genetic distances, the other necessity has come from the inaccessibility of comparable corpora produced by expert writers of English, whose L1 and L2 are genetically The abstracts for the CCERA were carefully selected to represent each category's identity: nontranslated L1 writing versus quasi-translated L2 writing versus translated L2 writing. Based on the method of simple random sampling, individual abstracts were chosen at random and not more than once to prevent any bias that may negatively affect the validity of research findings.
As for the compiling process of the CCERA, the electronic versions of the journals were accessed, and the files were converted and saved in text format with their title placed in angle brackets on top of each abstract compiled. The scale of the CCERA is mapped out in Table 1 . 
Data analyses
Delineating the instances of translational universals across the CCERA, this Wilcoxon test was adopted as a post hoc test to evaluate the statistical significance of mean differences among paired corpora.
6 Specific sources and descriptions of the data compiled for the CCERA can be found in the author's dissertation (Lee 2017 ). 7 Following the procedures suggested by Gravetter and Wallnau (2013) , the data collected for this study were normalized using a 'z-score' transformation. As the z-scores based on the STTR values (frequency) were different from those grounded on connectives (percentage), the z-scores for each linguistic factor were then converted into normalized values. Note that the transformed value 22.74 is more intuitive than its z-score -0.529 for STTR.
Finally, to further augment critical findings and to detect additional instances of translational manifestations, a qualitative analysis was additionally performed by investigating into regular and irregular linguistic patterns and the tendencies of individual items within the extended context so that it can compensate for insufficient explanations. Items put into the qualitative analysis were mostly those that ranked high in the frequency analysis or those that showed meaningful or exceptional patterns of TU instances so that the different natures of those items could be in comparison in quality.
Measurement variables
Concerning the hypotheses of translation universals postulated by Baker (1996) and Laviosa (1998a) , this study applied six primary linguistic indices to trace the four types of translational instances, which include translation universals of simplification, normalization, explicitation, and convergence hypotheses.
First, lexical simplification was detectable by three measurement variables. Translated texts are expected to show a more significant preference for high-frequency words and less favoritism towards low-frequency words than those in nontranslated texts. Regarding lexical richness as a second indicator, the top-20 recurrent words were compared.
As a third indicator for lexical simplification, the degree of lexical sophistication was measured by applying the low-frequency profile across the CCERA. The low-frequency profile is estimated by the portion of bottom-frequency words which is based on the words with only one-time occurrence among the sub-corpora in both academic fields.
Also, to discern the pattern of translation universals of lexical normalization, the numerical values of lexical bundles were measured by using the N-gram in the AntConc software program. The N-gram size was set to three, while the minimum frequency was set to two due to the constraints of text length. The proposed explicitation hypothesis premises that there would be more evidence of cohesive linguistic devices in translated texts that their counterparts.
Then, to investigate the universals of syntactic explicitation, the frequency of connectives was counted across the CCERA to figure out how Korean scholars' texts increase cohesive relationship. As the sub-hypothesis of translational explicitation assumes, testing the number of connectives was the focus so that the values of each corpus were measured accordingly using the reproduced list of 114 connectives based on the original list of 105 connectives provided by Quirk et al. (1985) and Biber et al. (1999) .
Finally, to discover the instances of translational convergence, the level of homogeneity was measured by observing how Korean scholars' texts are analogous to each other. As the convergence hypothesis posits, translated texts are inclined to converge at the center along the continuum, which renders their high homogeneity having less variety in between the texts. The standard deviations of mean sentence length were computed using the WordSmith Tools 7.0. In a general view of the hypothesis of convergence, translated texts are expected to show a lower standard deviation in mean sentence length, thus indicating that translated texts are more homogeneous in a syntactic aspect than nontranslated texts.
Results 9
4.1 Universals of lexical simplification
Lexical variety: STTR
As a measurement variable of lexical simplification, lexical variety employed the STTR values to judge how many different types of words occur in a given text. Like said, the extent to which corpus group holds a higher diversity of vocabulary was evaluated to determine whether L2 writings are lexically more simplified than their counterparts.
During the baseline analysis by descriptive statistics, the STTR figures in each subcorpus were lined up in descending order, and both domains showed quite a similar pattern (see Table 4 ). The mean ranks of each subcorpus in the domain of linguistics were listed in descending order from the nontranslated to the quasi-translated, then to the translated corpora, resulting in statistical significance 9 Note that the results of statistical analyses for each variable are comprehensively summarized in Table 4 at the end of the Results section.
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Lexical sophistication: bottom-frequency words
Lexical sophistication employed bottom-frequency words as its parameter.
Similar to lexical variety, lexical sophistication is indicative of L2 writing proficiency. The only difference would be that lexical sophistication is based on the proportion of unusual and comparatively advanced words. Based on the descriptive statistics, the linguistics corpora appeared to have comparatively smaller portions of low-frequency words than the other discipline. 
Lexical richness: top-frequency words
The frequency level of recurrent words in translated L2 texts demonstrates whether the texts are lexically simplified. The larger the type of top-frequency words but the lower the values of them, the more vibrant the words a text represents, and vice versa. On the same continuum as lexical variety, lexical richness was also measurable based on the number of types running in a corpus, but the only difference was that lexical richness stands by frequency -that is, the rate at which a type is recurrent in a given corpus.
Drawn by descriptive statistics, the proportion of top 20-frequency words Overall, both the linguistics and English literature corpora were found to hold a higher portion of top-frequency words corresponding to the universals of lexical simplification. Concerning the linguistic features of the quasi-translated texts, the results of both domains were not parallel to each other as the gap between the EE_LING and KE_LING pair was valid. Likewise, the same pattern was not apparent in the other discipline. The EE_LIT and KE_LIT pair showed the reversed order of numerical values and showed statistical insignificance in group differences, thus being consistent with lexical simplification.
As part of the qualitative analysis, top-frequency words were looked through manually to observe a significant linguistic tendency pertinent to the instances of lexical richness, and such a case was detected. To be specific, based on the 100 most frequently recurring vocabulary words, only the verbs and nouns, which directly relate to abstract writing as a genre, have been given particular attention, and noteworthy results were detectable. As for the composition of verbs and nouns for journal abstracts, the nontranslated AE_LIT and AE_LING corpora demonstrated the highest level of lexical richness, with the most varied types of nouns and verbs pervading across the corpora with almost equal frequencies. Specifically, when stating the purpose of research and developing arguments, as well as manipulating reporting verbs, native writers manipulated more varied types than their counterparts in both disciplines. Besides, the
The hallmarks of L2 writing viewed through the prism of translation universals 187
evidence that native writers make the same lexical choices as Korean scholars was not detectable. For example, only the nontranslated corpora showed a high preference for the noun article, which took up about 0.05% in Korean scholars' corpora (see Figure 1) . Conversely, there were two nouns that Korean writers firmly attached to them while their counterparts did not. The nouns purpose and aspect demonstrated such a case, especially in the KE linguistics corpus.
Moreover, the noun study was always preferred to paper across the CCERA, except for the quasi-translated and translated corpora in English literature.
The case with verbs was not much different from that with nouns. All the nontranslated corpora contained the most abundant types of verbs, recycling in a balanced way, but not showing favoritism towards particular verbs. To be specific, the verb argue was noticeable as it seemed to be the first option for native writers but not for Korean writers. Instead, Korean scholars in linguistics showed a particular preference for investigate and examine. The same lexical composition was not observable in the other domain, in any case. None of the writers in English literature were inclined to investigate, ranked below the 500th in English literature.
As a domain-dependent observation, some meaningful instances were discernable. The linguistics corpora always formed 'overlapping' circles with one or two 'intersections,' thereby the nontranslated AE corpus never becoming the 'union' of Korean L2 writers' corpora. Based on the observation, it seems plausible to predict that the intersections composed of translated and quasi-translated writing may be the evidence of translational manifestations inherent to Korean L2 writers' texts. In contrast, the English literature domain constructed three 'concentric' circles by having the nontranslated corpus in the fringe, the quasi-translated corpus in the frontier, and the translated corpus in the core whether in case of nouns or verbs. Figure 1 illustrates the detailed output.
When taking the writer's stance or identity into account, lexical richness seems to be of the utmost significance, and more importantly, the language use behavior as such can help writers eliminate 'translationese' from their writing. In a broader context, Hyland (2002c) also asserted the use of different reporting verbs by varying the strength of writers' voices depending on discipline shows the importance of their voice as an author writing in the target language. 
Universals of lexical normalization: lexical bundles
The statistical averages of highly-recurring lexical bundles across the linguistics corpora were lined up in ascending order. In linguistics, the translated corpus contained a more substantial number of lexical bundles than nontranslated versions. Among the six subcorpora, the KE_LING corpus turned out to be the highest lexical bundle holder, containing even more lexical bundles than the KE_LIT group. The same trends were not detectable across the other discipline, in any case. Concurrently, the findings indicate that lexical bundles as a translational parameter may well account for the tendency of lexical normalization.
An additional observation was made to evaluate writers' linguistic behaviors qualitatively. The composition of high-frequency lexical bundles in the linguistics corpora was examined using the 3-gram lexical bundles ranked up to top 50. As demonstrated in Table 2 , it was recognizable that each subcorpus formed its distinctive combination of lexical bundles so that recurring lexical bundles showed a significant discrepancy especially in the domain of linguistics. For example, the 3-gram lexical bundle it is argued was the most highly recycled phrase in the AE_LING corpus, the effect of and the purpose of in the EE_LING corpus, and the purpose of in the KE_LING corpus. As expected, the most varied types of verb phrases were considerably marked in the nontranslated corpus and the least different kinds in the translated corpus, whereas the least distinctive noun-of bundles were notable in the nontranslated corpus and the most varied ones appeared in the translated corpus. As the composition of lexical verb phrases contained in the translated corpus was distinct from that of their counterparts, thus, it seems reasonable to conclude that the extensive use of noun-of bundles would be one of the most robust translational features unique to Korean scholars' texts.
Concerning the use of lexical bundles, there are specific types of set phrases preferred in journal abstract writing. According to the Publication Manual of the than their equivalents, meaning that the observation was compatible with the hypothesis of explicitation. Further analyzed qualitatively, the arrangement of the discrete items covered in the list of the top-10 connectives paid particular attention (see Table 3 ). Then the regular and irregular patterns of the frequently encountered connectives were compared manually. In linguistics, the subcorpora had a quite unified pattern of recurrent connectives up to the first half of the list. However, the rest of the composition showed a somewhat heterogeneous preference, thus manifestly indicating the discrepancy in the lexical choices made by writers in each subcorpus. The traits evident in linguistics seemed to be no different from those of the other discipline. In English literature, the composition of high-frequency connectives ranked up to the third place was identical to one another, whereas the rest seemed to be quite manifold. To be specific, Korean scholars' texts showed a natural preference for however over the other connectives, which was not discernible in the nontranslated corpora in both disciplines. In Korean writers' subcorpora in English literature, the frequency of however all exceeded over 150 occurrences, of which the KE_LIT corpus seemed to be the most preoccupied with the use of the conjunction, having no alternatives at all. By comparison, in the nontranslated corpus, however was superseded by yet as ranked sixth or if not as ranked seventh instead. The similar trend was also noticeable in linguistics, having the frequency of 147 in the KE_LING and 135 in the EE_LING corpora.
Universals of syntactic convergence: mean sentence length SDs
During the stage of the baseline descriptive statistics, the mean sentence length of each subcorpus was counted to estimate the syntactic complexity of As shown, there seem to be plausible results drawn as a sign of translation universals. Both disciplines were found to be consistent with the convergence hypothesis. The translated corpora of both fields appeared to hold lower values of standard deviations of mean sentence length than their counterparts.
All in all, most parameters were well indicative of lexical simplification, lexical normalization, syntactic explicitation, and syntactic convergence. The following matrix summarizes the results of the statistical analyses. The numerical figure in parentheses indicates the sample size of each group: AE_LING (N=600), EE_LING (N=605), KE_LING (N=603), AE_LIT (N=530), EE_LIT (N=440), and KE_LIT (N=435).
Discussion
Perceiving that L2 writers' texts may bear neither resemblance with those of nontranslated comparable counterparts nor relation to the essential attributes of translation, this article argued that the distinctive properties of translational English may delineate the hallmarks of L2 writing produced by non-anglophone scholars in the disciplines of linguistics and English literature. Hinged on the hypotheses of translation universals postulated by Baker (1996) , the present study addressed how salient translational features arose in the expert L2 writers' texts generated by Korean scholars. The following summarizes some of the critical investigations by pinpointing subcorpus-specific results along with discipline-specific findings.
On a substantial level, a general presumption on the interrelatedness between Korean scholars' L2 writing and translation universals turned out to be warranted. Setting plausible parameters to discern translational instances related to lexical and syntactical choices, this article argued that the hallmarks of Korean scholars' L2 writing may comprise the translational features of lexical simplification, lexical normalization, syntactic explicitation, and syntactic convergence in their broad outlines. As expected, Korean scholars' English abstracts were lexically simplified and normalized, as well as syntactically explicitated and converged to the fullest extent when compared to native scholars' journal abstracts.
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The first sub-hypothesis regards the lexical simplification in the universals of translation, and three indices were tested to trace whether Korean L2 writers' texts are lexically simplified or not. One indicator used to test the universals of lexical simplification was the STTR values so that lexical variety could evaluate how various words run across the CCERA. As Baker (1996) affirmed, translated and quasi-translated L2 writings expectedly had smaller values than nontranslated English texts, which therefore caused the lexical diversity of Korean scholars' L2 texts to fall lower (e.g., Laviosa 2002) . Korean scholars' texts showed evidence of lower lexical diversity, coinciding with the premise that L2
writers might have recycled highly recurring words repeatedly to meet the same length of texts as their counterparts, thus being lexically less diverse. Also, the AE_LIT corpus represented the greatest lexical diversity across the CCERA. The pair of the EE_LIT and KE_LIT corpora was the only one that showed an insignificant relationship. As for discipline-specific findings, the lexical diversity The third sub-hypothesis of syntactic explicitation was traced using the proportion of connectives running across the CCERA. As the hypothesis of explicitation assumes (Blum-Kulka 1986; Øveras 1998; Olohan and Baker 2000) , translated texts produced by expert L2 writers held conjunction words more than their counterparts (e.g., Xiao and Dai 2014) . Amongst the six subcorpora, translated linguistics corpus contained the highest rate of connectives, translated
English literature had the second largest, and quasi-translated linguistics was ranked at the third place from the top. Besides the frequency of connectives occurring in each corpus, the compositional differences of the top ten high-frequency connectives were also examined. The use of connectives seemed to be quite arbitrary among translated and nontranslated L2 texts, except for the use of however with discernable preference apparent in Korean scholars' L2 texts.
Whatever connectives were preferred, Korean L2 writers' texts appeared to
The hallmarks of L2 writing viewed through the prism of translation universals 197 maintain the same linguistic features as those of typical translated texts accordingly. Having said this, these findings might be controversial in terms of three different aspects. On the one hand, the current finding is in line with the perspective of the linguistic features of L2 writers' texts because previous L2 studies have suggested that more skilled L2 writers used more cohesive devices (e.g., Connor 1999) . On the other hand, the L1 writing approach has encouraged writers to use fewer cohesive devices (McNamara et al. 2010 (McNamara et al. , 2011 . In the view of rhetorical analysis, these results could be quite implausible as well. Previous findings have postulated that competent writers, either L1 or L2, tend to make cohesive links between ideas and clauses by utilizing connectives (Longo 1994) .
Undoubtedly, using connectives as a cohesive device seems to be instrumental for L2 writers to develop ideas and to reach a level of cohesion, clarity, and even maturity in their writing that is as high as that of native writers. In light of producing authentic texts with no features of translationese, however, one more additional premise needs to be considered in the future research attempts.
That is, employing varied cohesive lexical ties in a 'conservative' way should be one of the primary features in nontranslated English texts, making a supposition that anglophone countries have high-context cultures (Hall 1976 Accordingly, it should ensure that the target audience in the written academic context receives the right messages and thoughts in the way the writers intended. L2 writing per se is still a long way from achieving authenticity; be that as it may, L2 writing does not always have to share the same linguistic features inherent to most conventional translated texts, in any case.
The last sub-hypothesis of syntactic convergence as translation universals was also evaluated using the standard deviations of mean sentence length (Laviosa 2002 Literature discipline seemed to be somewhat balanced out across the corpora.
The values of the three groups even showed a similar level to that of the nontranslated linguistic corpus. As observed, the linguistic proximity between Korean L2 writers in the English literature domain was confirmed by the predictor, therefore leading to the higher level of homogeneity than that of their equivalents. It seems reasonable to assume that the Korean L2 writers' texts in these corpora may well be evened out in the aspect of syntactic variation and dispersion. Conformed to the expectation, the standard deviations of mean sentence length in both Korean scholars' abstracts corroborated the translation universals of convergence. As uncovered by the parameter of convergence, the universal features of translation seem to be pervasive, to a larger extent, in Korean L2 writers' texts.
Concerning the two research questions on linguistic features and indices associated with translational universals that make Korean L2 writings distinctive to native speakers' original writing, the following section underscores the four major qualities of L2 writers' texts along with valid translational indices unique to Korean L2 writing. First, the tendency of lexical simplification was found to be universal, rather than norm-dependent. Korean L2 writers' texts contained far much lower lexical variety, lower lexical sophistication, and lower lexical richness than native speakers' nontranslated original texts so that the three indices were found to be valid, except for the corpus pair of quasi-translated and translated texts. The second linguistic feature shared in L2 writers' texts would be the 'propensity' of using specific word partners, namely the excessive use of noun-of bundles appeared to be another strong 'universal' property apparent in Korean L2 writers' texts. The use of these lexical bundles in a mechanical way seemed to be more manifest, signifying the nature of Korean L2 writers' texts as the product of translational event driven by the cognitive process of L2 writing.
Third, as the previous studies strongly posited, the universals of explicitness in
The hallmarks of L2 writing viewed through the prism of translation universals 199 L2 writers' texts were quite convincing. The only unexpectedness would be the strong counter-evidence to the proposition that L2 writers' texts at high proficiency levels are less likely to be explicit so that these texts might contain fewer connectives, which was not evident in this study. Even though the L2 writings are those by 'expert' L2 writers, their writing still seems to bear similar linguistic traits inherent to translational English in that they have a high proportion of connectives (e.g., Connor 1999; Hinkel 2002; Swales 1990; Qi 1986) .
As a consequence, the orientation towards explicitness regarding the use of connectives seems a convincing instance perceptible to expert L2 writers' texts.
By and large, the instances of translational manifestations detected in Korean L2 writing can be explained to be valid following linguistic behavior and L2 language processing. Greater awareness towards L2 writing product driven by L2
writing process may promote expert L2 writers to become more consciously aware of their lexical choices and language behaviors that would contribute to the quality of their L2 writing accompanied by a mental translation. As Scott (1996) claims, L2 writers are expected to make all the necessary linguistic choices incorporated with lexical items, syntactic structures, and stylistic constructions to transform their thoughts into the target language. Dominated by the cognitive function of L2 writers, the restricted mode of mental translation seems to be no other than an 'inescapable cognitive mechanism' closely intermingled with translation as a conscious or unconscious cognitive process (Chesterman 2004b (Chesterman , 2006 . Seeing that no matter what language backgrounds they have and no matter how their writing proficiencies are described, every L2 writer seems to be destined to go through the cognitive process of L2 writing driven by mental translation (e.g., Cook 1992 Consequently, mental translation every L2 writer had to pass through seemed to give rise to 'unwilled translationese' inevitably marked on their writings.
All told, the findings of this study seem to coincide with the notion of translational manifestations. Concurrently, the translational manifestations, which were quite pervading in expert L2 writers' texts, might be emanated from bidirectional links: mental translation as both the 'process' and the 'product' of second language writing. It is to this end that the following section accounts for lexical and syntactic choices were also drawn by the "consequences of either a deliberate strategy of translation or due to largely unconscious cognitive processing that forms part of the complex nature" (Olohan 2001: 423) .
The second link highlights mental translation as a product in L2 writing. It seems probable that Korean scholars' L2 texts driven by the process of L2
writing could be a large part of the 'by-products of mental translation.' It is simply attributable to the fact that a significant number of signals representing translational manifestations were unquestionably noticeable in expert L2 writers' texts. Even though the L2 writers' texts are not the outcomes produced during the conventional process of translation, those texts are no other than the final 'products' arisen by mental translation. In this respect, it seems feasible to accept the translational manifestations of L2 writing as sort of a 'spin-off' provoked during the L2 writing process (e.g., Baker 1993; Lee 2017), which would thus represent linguistic attributes pertinent to L2 writers' texts.
Conclusion and implications
The findings of the study have diverged from the conventional understandings concerning the linguistic qualities of L2 writing in the Korean context. This article, therefore, claims that linguistic features of expert L2 writers' texts are closely linked to translational strains but contrary to those of native speakers' written production, thereby disapproving a commonly held notion that writers as 'cognitive processors' to become more efficient and, importantly, more autonomous as an English language learner and user (see Lee 2017) .
Given that mental translation may affect the product of L2 writing, consciously or unconsciously, it is worthwhile to note that L2 writers in non-anglophone cultures may need to concede that L2 writing is never detachable from translation, causing translational properties to be shared by translators' texts. More importantly, the truth that these sort of L2 texts may bear the features of translationese should never be considered something disgraceful. Instead, such texts should be 'dignified as a variant understanding of second language writing.' One apparent reason for this is that, as noted earlier, second language writing triggered by a mode of mental translation will broaden our knowledge on L2 writers' texts as its subfield, and by that means, will add another diversity to different varieties of World Englishes.
Despite some limitations and deficiencies, this study may construct a plausible answer to the query addressed by Chesterman (2004b) 
